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)submIt the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numb
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) , The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutiGnal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. :

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reqUirements would do so ... even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agehcy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not e~tablish a !W0-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants"by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerciori of
religious broadoasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages th:ey
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. :

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations..Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche ,and srpaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising' costs in two ways: (a) by reqUiring
staff prese~ce whenever a station is 01:1 the a!r and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

. Raisjng @O'sts with these proposals would forG~ sendee,Gl:ltbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
i pUblic inter~st. .

_We urge the FCC ·noUo adqpt rules, procedures or policies discusse<;Labove.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008. in MB Docket No. 04-233.

APR 7 2008
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters. to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First :
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC. from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcast~f'

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deliv~ry

mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed-,mal"ldatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would alT!0unt to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present or.tly the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruil'lous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate 01:1 tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the .commission proposes to further
squeeze niche find smaller market brqadcasters, by sUbstantially raising,costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff-pres~~.c~-Whenever ag;tation is on the air and, <r&) ~yfurther restricting main studio looation choices.
RaiSj~~ co~"ts \A(illtfthese pr~po$als would force servicebutbacks - and ourtailed-service is contrary to the
pObRc Interest.

We urge the.FCC not to adopt rules. procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ru emaking (the M

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MA\LROO

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. 7S\numb~r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose ~uch

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First :
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station Into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious broadcaster ,
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery'
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency -. and
proposals to force reporting on such things as Who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they'
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular:
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ..

We urge ;the FCC not to. adopt .rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Sign~ture
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\ submit the to\\owlng comments In response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Ulem~)ng (the '

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. , ROOM
'F. :_MA\L '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment right .
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propos'ed advisory board proposals would imppse such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who dqn't share'their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to folloW their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-~ered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of·applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC nO,t to.adopt rUI~s, procedures or policies di~cU$sed above.
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Title (if any)
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R remaking (the M
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCC-MA\LROO .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. rnber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather'than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. T~e choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on .
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must notestablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings..

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity floWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence when~ver a station is olil:the ~ir and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising co~ts with these prop,osals wQuld·foree service cutbacks - and ourtailed service is contrary to the
public inter~$t.

,
We urge th~ FCC nqt ,to actoptrules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would imppse such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster. must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location c~oices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Date
Signature

Name

Phone

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)
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I subrri,it the following COJ;rJrneAls! in respoflse to the 1,.0paiism'Notice of Propos Rule!TIaking (the'

!'NPRM"). re~eas~? Ja,~k24',·~~08.:i~ •.MB~DoCk~t .~o, 04-233," : • , " ", ~ FCC-MAIJ-ROOM
, 'Any n~w FCC'rules, policies or pro,ce'dure~'Musl n'bi vt~i:lte ~irst Nnendment ri . nl!mer of '

propo,sals discl:lssed in the NPRM,'if ~m~cted, would qo so -:'arid must not be adopted.
_ •• . \ • • , . I I' I •

, (1) " . The 'FCC mu~t frot force radio statjOJlS, eSpeciallY religiolJls broadcasters,' to 1ake advice frolll .
~ people wl:lo oo:not share th~ir valges. The t-:l~RM~s' propQsed advi$oljY bgardyroposalswould 'imppse S4ch
, unconstitutiomil mandates. ' R~ligious,.broadca$terswhp resist acrvjee·frQm.1tio~e:who don't share~their

values t;lould fa.ce in.creased har~.ssment. complairlts aqd e,ven\,loss of license ftlr choosing to follow their awn
cons.ciences. ~ather th'an.allowing incorltpatibre yie.wpaihts1 to sq~pe, t@eir' p~ogramming, Th'e First '
Am~ndrneRt Pteliibi!S.\gov~rrr.llnel1t; Jnch.i'ding t~e F.ee, from dictatrj;Jg:what viewpoints a broadcaster, '
(ilcirticl!llarly a ,religjal!l.s~roadcaster., mustpresent: ,'- .. ,. ". ' .,'

(2) .... '.. ,T~e FeC must 'riottum e~ery radio station fnto a public farbin wher~ anyone and e~eryone has
~glii~s)toraili.tt/'TJe'.· P~0p0sed public access requiremen.ts would do so:... eVEm if a r.eligiClus broadcas.ter .
c~n~~.i~mtl~usly ci~je~ to the m~ssag~.; The FirstAmendment forbids impOsition Of messagejielivery ,
mal1~ates on !30Y religion. " .'. . ' - '

, , ,

., (3) The fCC ~ustnot foree reveiatio~ of specific eqitori~lI deci&ion-rnaking ihfbmJatiori. The choice .'
. '. Qnp~~mmi/ilg. espeG.i~IIY religi01!J~ prO§ramming, is not p!oper:ly qietated by,anyigovemment agency - and

pij;p..Qsals·t~ Torce r.e~rtiJ:l9 .on stleil thiliigs as wh,p produced-what pregrams~would intr~e on . I •

co..ns6.tut'Qnally~projeclecJ 'editorial choices. . .' ., , .. .
" .
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(4) .' Thf'l FCC must, riot establish ~ two-tiered renewal system ir,t whict.l certain licensees would be .
al!tomati~lIy'barred from routine'llenewal application proc,essirig, The pro}:losed man~at<?rY special re':l~.wat ,
r~view of:ce~in classes of applicants by the Commissior:lers tltemselves wOl:.lld,amount to coercion of •
r.e~91C1ltls\btaad~sterS; ~Th(!lS,e who stay true to t~eir consciences and pr~sellt oryly the mesaages.they
co\':r.esPc;)/ild.te theid!l'8liefs ,cot/IMace long, expensive and pQtenti~lIy ruinous renewal proceedin9s,. '" : .' "' ,. ,... .,. , , " ".
~5) MaRy Clilristian broadcaster.s operate on tigl1t budgets,~~s.do many smaller market secular' .:

, slatie,l':Is. J<eel'!iJiJg,the.~leettiei!y tlowilil9~is~oft~n a chaUemge.:'Yet, fM Oommission pr:oposes bfu'ither. .
sgi:lE!ilze llieh.e:Md,§Jl'Iall~r. market broadcaste.rs, bY,subslaFltially.raisjrtg costs in-two ways: (a) by requiring.

, sfiffl-wesenee ~he!ile.\lE}r~;aistatiQli1 is on ,the ,air 'and; :(bl:by ~i1her r~$t~e.tingmain.$tudio loc~tibn choices.
, Raisj,~,~~c:i~ts ~t/:I tlir~se prr;:>pesals !}joule.force:service cutbacks - and GU$i1ed ~ervice is contrary ~o t~~
public IntElr.e~t.
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;1 su.bmit-t~.e\'t?.II0V'ing ~~~~:me!ilts.iF1'r~spet'Ji.~49~W~:calism Notipe of Proposed Rulemaking
. '. . (the"r4:PRN1"), releas'ed Jan. 2.4, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I :

.Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of;
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. :

, I

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for;
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what;
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.' I

I

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone ha$
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster·
conscientiously objects tQ the message. The First A~dment forbids imposition of message -;
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choic~

of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government i
agency - ~nd proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would .:
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller ma'rket secular i
stations. 'Keeping, the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further,
squeeze-niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by;
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio:
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks- and curtailed .
service is contrary to the public interest. -:

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Mail By April 14. 2008 to:
The Se,cretary .
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th·~treet, SW ~
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chie~ Media Bureau

1 ()JJ fC\~\ ~ ~ ld.. \A,e et\\~ ~\ rs )\' (1\) L ,J J ()JO
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I . ;I isub;m~t,:tlile .:fiQno~i,",g::co~;meJiJt~, ia r.e$1p:~i~f·~~:~~~' LC?~alis~ Notice of Propo$ed RUlema~ing
, ~. (th'e'i~IP~M"), te'leased J\AA.~4, 20(f,S, in'MB D'ocket No. 04-2~3. :

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of,
.' proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from :
,people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would :
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Prop.osed public .access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
,conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion.

,,
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting ·on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-proteqted editorial choices.

(4)' Many. Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
":sfatibns. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a)' by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

.We urge· th.e FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies Oiscussed above.

Signature and Date

Name and Address I

'Mail By Apllii '14, 2008 to:
T.JJe Secretary- .. · :
federal Coinrritinications. Co~rcission
~~5:1~1r( ~:tFe~!i.'SW.. . ., ..,"'.....
W:ashingt6n, El.e 20554
,Attn: Cbief, Me?la Bure~~ .,"
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1subm'it the following commen~ in response to th~ locali~mNo.tic~ of Proposed RulemSjking
, " ":' , '~th(¥((NiP:91'ti1'~)~·'t'elease'd' Jan. 24, 2008; irfn MB Docket No. 04~Z33.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number qf
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not for~e' radio 'station~s, especiaUy reJ,igjous broad,castefs, to, take a8v,ce from'
people who do not share their values. The NP~~M's prop~sed ,advisqry board ,proposals, would i

impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their vc;llues could fa,ce increased harassmentl complaints. and even, loss of license for
choosin,g. to follow their own consciences, rather than. allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, frqm dictating what
viewpoints a brroadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.' ;

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into' a public forum whe're anyone and '~very6ne has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic aacess' requiremel]ts would do··so..;.. even-if a r~J,i,giQtJs.broadcaster
conscientiously objects:to tlie message. The First Amehdme'nt forbids imposition IOf message '
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiall~"'f(3Iigious programming, is not properly dictated by any government '
agency - and proposals'to force reporting on such things'as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitufi'c.inally-proteeted, editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters 6perate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keepi!1g the ele.ctricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission 'proposes to fUliher
squeeze niche and 'smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by'
requiring staff p-resence '!Vhenever a statipn is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio

.location c.hoices. R~isi.ng costs, with these ,'proposals would force service cutbacks:- and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, .procedures or policies discussed above.

ignature and Date

Q2!1 ift/Jd/te ~JJe Lt 27!J2{)
arne and A dress "

Mail By Aeril 14, 200B:to~ "" "
The Secretary
F(lderaJ 9ommunications Comm,iss,ion
445 12th Stteet, SW , -,',,'
Washington, DC,20554""
Attn: Chief,.M~dia Bur~au'
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C~!"m~nt$.i~R~tpon$'e 'to, Lo~'alisni 'Notice oN~topo'$ed' RtilEimaldng .
Me Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights_ A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
value~ could face increased h~~as~ment, c~~pl~ir:l1s.a~d even lo~spfli?en,~!'l for ch.oosing to f?"ow their own
conSCiences, rather than allowing Incompatll:jJeJoeWpOlnts to 'shapefthelr p'[<;lgramllung. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadc~ster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message de,livery
mandates on any religion.

Date

f ()jJlf &81 /2zIJfot,cI AtE. 0yvf(
Address ;r . i

Go?! <?;;.7 -::<. CjtiJ
\..~hO e

Name

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting 6n such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
r:eligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt r, les, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signa(ure

M/tn!l1 J{ifckv

.-,

Title (if any)

Organization (if any) Received &'ln~"I)('ted
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I submit the following comments in r~sponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowin,!lI incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment pr.ohibit!? govermne(ilt, including the FCC, from dictating What viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a t~ligi0~_s:!:>~~adcasfer, rtiust present.

(2) The FCC must not twrn everY radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed ·public ac;cess rellluirements would do so - eveh' if a r¢ligious broadcaster'
conscientiously objects to the messa!ile. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
Of-programming" especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals,to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically batred from routine renew~1 application- processing. ~he proposed mandatory special renewal
revi!iw of ceFtEiJIi cjasse,s:afappITc8r.Jts :by .tfile .Gommissionerslt,hems'elves would amount to coercion of
r~!.i.i!+~l:lsrbli<;lad.~aster~~ tT>hase w)1Jb 'S:ta~ true to ,their co~s0ielil.ces ..a~d present only the messages they
correspond to their l:leliefs couid face long, expensive alia-potentialltruinous renewal proceedings.

,(5)' Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping'the electricity flowing is often a challenge. ,Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in'two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location·choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

, -.
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, I sUbl"Qit the.follow.ing commen~ in'response to the Localism:N9tice of propC?sed. Rulem king (tb'e': ., "
"NPRM"), released Jeri: 24, 200a;,in.MB~Docket N?\ 04-:?3~., , ,~" . i=CC~MA'LRaOM-

. . . ., .
I '_ Any new FCC rules, palilliies or procedures must nat vioiate First A;nEmdment rights. A. number of
proposals discussed in the N(?RM, if enact~d,would do so - and must not be adopted. ' _ ' .

" (1) ., T~e FCC mu'~t ~~t fo;ce radio station's, esP~Cii:il,ly ,religious b~ac!casters,' to take ,iidvic:;e from
peoJ:>le who do.not'sl:1are their values. The NPRM's propo~ed advisory board! proposals would impose such
ui1lcmnstitl:ltic:mal malildates. Rel,igious,broadcasters.who resist ad~ice fro,!! those who don't share their ..
values could, fl:lce increased harassment, complainl$ and even I()~s of.license for choosing to follow thEiir own

. con~cief.\ces, rather than allowiRg ,incom,patible,viewjJQints to shape, their programming. ,'The'lil~st, '
Amendmelilt r;m~hibits govemmerit, inCl~ding t':re"Fee; from dictatirg )Nhat viewpoi!1ts a broadcaster,
pa,rticularlya religiol:ls ~roatlcaster, must pr.es~nt. ' ,'. ", .

(~) ! . The FCC must not tum-everY r:adioptation into a public-forum wh~re anyone and everyone has'
, . rights to ~ir time. 'Prop-os'ed'public access requirements would do so:- ~ven ita reUgious 'broadcaste~ •

.cansc,ientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment fotbil;ls:impo!?ition 'of messagt} delivery
ni'alil'dates on any religioi;l. ... I • • • \

:-. I • ....

- '/ .
(3)' . T~'e F,CC must Dot ferce (evelation of specific editori~lI, decision-making, inforiTJation. The choice

" of pr()'g~~ming,espe~ia}IY'religic;>u!Spr~ramming,.is not properly cli~ted by any-g?v~,mment.~gency:.. and
:.ptoposals to force!repert!ng on sl:lch thllilgs as~who'prqduced .what pr..ogramt;would mtrude qn', ' . •
c6nstitutiC:1I;fally;protectec,l~editQrial choices.' . , , '

(4), . T'he F-~C mu~t not e$~bl!~~'a ~Q-tieret:t'Tenewal sys,tem- in.~hich. ~~illli~ense.es wOuld b~ .
acitomatically !;i,an:ediftam ~outin'tteAElWal application proqassing. Tf:)e prop()~ed mand'a\ory special renewal
review af certain clasp-as-at l:Ippli{¥lnts By the c'ommlssion,ers th~mselves would amount to coercion of
r.~ligiaus·Qi::oadGal>JeJ~s\. 'Those IIlllo '·sta~ true to, their,oonsciences gn(l' preser:ltonly the messages they'
'c6n-Eispolild to·,thelrbeliefs:could face long, exp~nsive.and potentially/ruinous renew~1 proceed,ings.

I

"

" ,(5)' "M'any Ohristiafl,broa~castef-soperate on.tighib~dgets., as ~o many smaller. market seGular
, stations.' Keep,ing tt.ie"electricity'f16wing ,is often a eJ1allenge. Yet,the, Commission-proposes. to further

, sgajjleze, r'Iich~~antlsPJailer mark{ltbroa-dCa$ters, by.substantially raising' cdsts in ,two Ways: (a) by'i'equiring
, stitt gre$eiilce:¥>,he~~er'~'i~tati()i:tis on t~e a.if and, (b) by-further .r:estricting main studio locatiClf1.cliJoices.

. , "Rili~ing ,costs'With ~~ese proposals woul.~ force service,cutba9ks "':' and curtailed service is contrary10 the
publib interest. , ' ,' , ,.' .' . ' • . -
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APR 7 2008 .
: I 'subrTjJit the,followir;)g·comments'.in respor:J~e to the L~CalismNotice of Proposed Rulem kina (the ..

~NPRM"). released Jan. 24, 2'01;>8, in MB Docket Nd. '04.~33", '., . . . , , .FCC-MAILROOM
Any Dew FCC rul~s, policies or· procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. An

proposals discussed in the.NPRM. if enacted, would do so'- and must not b~' .adQpted.·' .

(1)' " The FCC must' not force-radio stations~'espeoially reli9io~s,broad~sters, to take 'advlce from
people w~o do not share t~eir vall:l~s. The 'NP~M's'proP9seCl advisory board'iproposals would itnppse such
unconstitutional mandates. Reli~lous broadc€1ster,s who resist ~d.vice froin thos~ who don't shareitheir
values could face ,jncreased harassment" complaints"and even I~s or· license for choosing to follow their own
c~nsCiences. ~ather than allow~ng 'incemp!'Itible viewplitnts to':shape U1eir programr;n'ing. The First
ArTJendm'e.nt'Pfohibits goy-emme~t,'inclt.i~ing-the Fct, 'from di~tililg:;what viewp,~ints a,broad.caster,
.parti9ul~rly a religiol:J~'broadcaster, must present. '". \... .

(2) _ .The FCC.must not tum eve'ry radip'station inl~ a pUblic forum where anyone and e~erYol'le,has '
ngl;tts to 'air time. ,prapb~e~_'filublic aqcess requirements would fda so '- even if a religious broadccister ­
conscielltiol:1sly. obje.Gts to ,the messa~e. -The First Aniendment ferbids imposition of message d~livery
mandates. on any reljg.ion. " - , '_•r . . ' , I

I \ • 4 ~ ,

, (3)" The FCC must oot farce,revelation of speCific editorial deci~ion-m-aking' inf9..matien. The ch'oles ,
o~programming" eSfil.ElciallY r~IiQi~l:Is 'Pr~l'aii1mh19, is ":Jot properly dictated by any'govemment agency - and
pf,opasals ta f~.J:ce repprting~n sgrch thiQgs as who, produced What ptegrams would intrude on .
cc:m~til!Jtlanally..proteGted editoril:(1 choices. , _. , - . ._ ' ' "

,-

"

, '
,. ." . .., . . .

\(4) " j - 1:pe l=CP must hot establish' a'twcrtiere.d renewal sY!item In'whic!;) dertai!1license~s would, tle
. al!lt~mati~lIy l~al'red fr.am routin~ reneWal allplJcatien processing. ,The'proposed ~an'datorY speci~1 renewal

r~'?iew Qf~ee~i~ da~s~s: ~ appljGantsJ1iY the eomh1i~iol1ers,tlil~mseJves wo,!!ld.,amount to 90erciQ'n of ,
rEiligieus,l~toa'{f,¢ast~t:s\·, t/:ta'se YJh9 'staYi:trOe taotf;lei'r CO'nseiences aad, -present only the messages they

, CGl'tespe,Ad ta~thei(b~liefs cot:Jld~face long, expensive and potentiallyhlinous renewal'proceec;lings..
- , .

,
:",.

, . ,

: '

, .
"

"

"a;~G ..-.~l70,_; ;3Klg \
Phone '" -,

,. '.

, , .

. ,. ' -

{5)'. ' Mqny. Ch.~i~t'an broa~casters oper-ate on tight budgets, a$ do .maDy small~r market se9ul~r
"statjons, KEleping tbe"elecmcity ,flawing is often ,a chi'lllenge, Yet, .the Commission'proposes \0 f4J:t!;)er - •

, sq4eezl;l;nil::h~:and'.$'rtraller:)'l!I.arl<et brbacl.castEfrs, PY"s~bstantiaJly rai!iing costs in tWo 'way,s: (a) by,requiring'
st8ff:!p'r~~tende,~her;l~'ler ar'statil!lpljson 'fh~ air '~);Jd .. (b) by.further restric\lmg .main stUdiCil,lo~tion cfuoices.
R!:Ii.singJGOstS With-tl:Jese'pliaposals.wou,Jp force ser,vicecutba.cks --and curtaifed service is contrary to the _
pl:iqlic 'interest: t.' -

.1 ' .... ,. • , • ~ • r

~
.:,~.e~~rgfrthe' Fee liI(jt te .ado~t l'ijt~s: '~rOC:~dllr~s 'er.p,0Iici~s,discussed ab~ve. "
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, fsubmit the·tqllowi'19 corluyents in response to the Localism "':Ibt!ce of'Propose4 Rulel'riakin (the , , .bOOM
"NPRM"), releas~d Jan~ 24, 2008" In MB Dock~~ No. ~-~33. . " ',', FCq-MA.\L~ , '.

, • ' ,-,..;.p.. .
Aoy new FGC rules, policies or pro~edl:Jres must·not violate First Amendment righfs. A number of

proposals discuSSlild in the NPRM, ifenacted. wo~ld do so - and must not be adopted. . \
. .. ,: . ' .. \'. , . .'

I' • .,.".

(1) , -ThEl'FCC must not fOrce radio stations, especially religious brQadcasters, tO,take 3qvice from
peopie,who d9 f10t share'their values. Th~ NF?RM'spropo~ed advisory boarQ propQsals would impose such
ulilconsti~l;ltional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advic¢ from tho,sewho don't share'their. - ,
w~lues ~ouldface incre~sed hara.ssmeflt, can,plaintS and even.loss o,fJicense for choosing to f9110w thi~ir own
consciehces, ratfler:than allQwing incompatible vieMfiJ9ints'to-shape their progrSU'rT!iog. 'The First
Amendment pf0hibits, govem{11elilt, incllll(ljng the'FCC, from dictating what Viewpoints a~roat:fcaster~

partioularly'a religious broadcaster',' must pres.ent. ~,
, \

, ,

(2) The FC,C must not tllm eve"OJ radii;> station,into a public farum where anyone and 'eve,ryolie has
. ri§hts to air time. Prepesed pubJi.c access r~quirer:n~nts would 00 so-- even :if a r~ligieus 'broadca~ter . .,
cansciehtiously objeGts to the message. ·The Fir~t/Amendment fornids imposition 'of message deliv~ry
nta~dates on any religi~n. 1,'

• 'I

• r.

, • I

. "

"..

(3) T~e'FC.C,rnust.l:Iot fQrce r.evelation of specific editorial dE!cisi.On~rpaking infC?rrnation. The ,:hoipe
of p-fogramming. especially Ifeligiaus'pragrammil:lg-, is no~ properly diCtated by arJY,govemmeht ag~ncy - and

, PliQPos~ls!P fafc~ r,eporting on sii!ch things as' Who' produced ~hat, progr~ms would intrud~ on, .
ccfmstitLitianally~protect~ editorial·,qhoices. . '

:.... ." ... . . .. .
'(4~, . ~ ,Th~ FCP:must'not e.stablish a two-tiered r~newal system In which certain licensees would be
auton:i.atically bar,te(:Hr~m'n~utine reiilewal ap~liG,ation ~feQe~~ing ...The propqj;e~ mandatory speoial renewat 'I •

" . rEl,VieVJ Qf certain clai>~es of appli@ants,t!ly.the ~ommi~ianers th~mselves would amount to cdercion of
reJigiou~ib"oa~Gaste:rs. T/;\ose wbastaY'!~rue to ,their G(;inscience~'~nd present only tlie messages th,ey
'carre.spend to t)iJeir)ileliefs'cotlIMace:JdIil9; expensiVe-and polentially,ruinous renewal proceedings~ ",

.... " • 0" ..' .. ... .. ';. • .. ,.,.

(5~. ' Many OhristiclO·broa,~caste[s oper,a.t~.on tight budgets, a~ do J:i18ny sll'!aller market secular ,
s~tians"l<f;leping th~;electricitylflovti,ngJs'ofteA,a challenge. Yet, thp 90mmission proposes tof4r.ther "

..s{l:Ifjeze· r'iiche~md. f!1JI~II~r)rnark"e1 broallcasters, ,by\S:i:lbsfcmtially rpiSing CO$ts in ~o ways: (a}. by requiring
strft\pres~lilce 'Wli!en~ver a,statio~.iS: on ithe air ~Adt (b) by further'reslriGtlng main '$tu~iC? lacatio,n cliJoioes.,

.,' Rai~jr;lg.:costs ~tfi. tm¢se pJ:Oposa.ls would 'force serviCe cutb~cks - and curtailed service is contrary tq: the
. pt:lqlit interest' .' • .

, We ~rge 'llila F.~~ l'IspQ;'aCiJ9pt roles,'~rQCed~;~~ or p~l.icies di~CUS~ea above. "
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'. ' 'I submit,the f~1I0Wi~9 ~.J;mments,in'respQn~e to l~~-L.~caIiS';;:N~tiqe c:;>f Prop~s~ RUI~m !<Fc&'MA\LROOIM,
"NPRM'I), released ~an: 24, 200~i hi MB Docket No. 04-233. ' ' . , I" '

• ',' " .'. I ,; ,', • 'f"( ... . ., .
Any new FCC rules, policies or, procedure.s must not.vlplate First Amendmer:lt rlghts, A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM,.if enacted, would do so - aAd must'not- lie lildopted. ' , : _.. . '\.'.

(1) " The FCC mL,lst not fC?rce radio st9tio'ns" especially r~ii9Io~s.lJrqa~~sb;ns:to,'take advice. from..
people Who do notshare their values. The NRRI\I1'.s proposed atlVi$01\Y iboqr,.d}ptopa,saJMvol:lId impose such
unconstitutional m~':Idat!=!s. ~el!gious. ~roadc~st?is wJ;10 resist a~t1f)'iG,-~'J~ram(~ose:y'{~!,>:,q~n!t share.ttheir..,', '
v~lues could face mqreased harassmelilt; complaints and 'even.los'S,:qf:hcelilse for Choos!pgto fallaw their own
'c~nsciences, rather thl;ln, allowir\ginco'TIP~tibleN~e~oili.ts 'tp S,li~rie, t)1eir pro

l
!1lram/ping.· the First " .

Amendment pro~ibits, government, inch:rdil)9, the Fec, from dip1:aliliig1 what. v!eWPQin,ts a~roadcaster,
,partiqularly a religiol:ls broa~cast~r, must pr~sent. '.' . ••.. ' '. ' . . ~

(~) ,' : lhe FCC? must not t4m eve.ry radio ~tatiOA int?,~ ~l:Ib~C.',f~rt!I~ wHere ~qYQr1e~and everYone tlas
r.i~~ts ~o ~ir:tim~. ~ropo~.ed ptlblic ~cce~s req!Jir~r;nen,ts WOH!d!,dQ,~?t.T 7v~n'i! $ ~~I.ililig.~~'broMca,ster •.
consclentlousl¥ obJec::ts 10 the mess~ge. The·'Flrst·AmeRli!ment'foml(isJlmpo~!tion~of{.l1te,ssage dehvery
mandate~ OR ar:lY religietl,. , ',." . :., ~

-. '. -" "'. . ,'. .
-(3) " The FCC must not fat;ce' r~vehiltion of specific ~ditorial decision-making info\ilT1ation. The choi~
of.progra-.mmili~, lesp:e?JFl.lo/.l'eligiOl:lspr~ram~ili\'9,; is not :properl¥di~te(J.bll any~ g~~e~~el)t agency:- and
pr:,oBQ$§I~;to fOlice rep,prtlFlg on s~ch UUlil,gs-as who produced what pr.lilQrams'would 1OtJ:l;lde on' .'
coDStitutiaoally~pr6tected editorial ~i~" " ' ',: :

'. .' , ~ I ,

-(4;) " -.-T~e FCC; ~ust. not e~ta~IiSh .~ tW~tie~e~ ren,ewal.$ysterrl, llil. wli1i~h' eelitain ,I;c~nsees wCiluld be '
.a~fQmati~Jly 'liJarreq \fr.om)outin~ reAeVlql ap~Jjc~tj!1>1il iPf.9GeS:SiIil9: }t~~. pr0l?-~,$~d ma.ndatory,special ,renewal
r~~j~w ~f\Ge~i? cl~~s~s ~:apRI1~?\§ Qythe: ~,om~iSSii;)~~rr~ !~~~~!~eswCi~td.~me~!,~lO c,oercior-. 'of
re"glou~ ~r(:)pdGaste~, ·neqe.w./i'iq $tay' ,tru~A9':the!r ,~,r1sclenee.s. an~ I'ilJesj:lAlonl~ the messages t~ey

, cQ~~~pond totJ;ieir-Delief~couldJfa~e. Ja~g, exp,enSive aM ,pebihfiallylniinaus'rehewal proce,edings.
, .

(5' ~ . Many 0hristian bro~~~steliS' o.liet~tEHl~ :tigP~·b.l;!,dget$1 ,a$tIo ma(ilY sr:naller mar.J{~t sec;ular .
~tati()ns.. ~eep.Jng tla~el~Glr~cltyl~~Wili\91~is.~e? :a.tl:t~J.~~9~~ :~et,~:t~~ Gbmq1'is~i~h propos~s,to:.further, ,
sql:J~,~ze, fIIche tamd l!?pl~;lIlel' ~l'1:!arket~~r:o~C<f~t~Ili,~I!!Y~$.l!!~s~li1tiii!UY ralslQQ COstsJnlWo wqys: (al by reqUlnng
,l!?UlffpreseAce.Wher:le:vera""stati~~is~I:)/;i'!fue ~iflian:dJ;~p,~ by furtliiel';lte_~td13tlngmain studio location cll,aices,

. Rai~iAg~co~ts"withtlije-se.,pwposals wocllli! forC!:i' ~ervree, \::utaacks -aJd,curtailed servipe is 'contrary t9 the'
• publici intere.st. . ',' . ,.

','

" ,

, . . .' \.

" Vlf;e~~r.g~Ithe,F;Cc n.l[>t'to adopt. r.liiles,. p(,acech:J~es' ot,pdIiGiesdi~qu~~epf~bpve~
.' .

..~ iJ WjLaJt}. ' '
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,,' I submit the fO,lIawimg cOl\l1inenfs in' respqnse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rul

"NPRM'). released Jan. 24. 2008, in'MB Docket No. 04':233. .' . .. .' ' . , .' , .'-
" ... . • v,p .,-•.: -....., \-J 'I ~ 1,'_ 'I' • • .'

Any new FCC fules. po)ieies'or procedures ,""ust not vlolC\le Filllt Amendment rights. '
proposals discussed in.the NPRM; if-enacted. would do sa .... qnd must not be adopted. f. . . .. , .

• t" _ .

. (1) 'The FCC must not farce radio ~tatioli~, esp:ecially reli9io~s' broadcasters, to take advice fr~m '
, people who do not'st.lare\heir val~es.,The NPR~'s proposed a~vi.soiy board propasals wduld impose such,
unconstituJional'm~J:ld~es. Re1i,giolils broadc~st:rs wbo resjs! a~:b.lic.e !rom ~Qse.who~on·tshare't~ei~. '
values could,Mee IAcreased,harasslil1ehf., complam~ and even loss of hcelise~for-chooslOgto follow their own
c.anscien,cfe~. ~athertJ:Ian allowi'ng in.com'Jllatible vi,e~oints to shape ,their prQgramming. The.F.irst
Amendment probi,bits govemmelilt. ililcluding tliJe FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster., .
,Jllar1icularlya religious brQadcast~r" (ll~St:,present. ' .' . \

, ,
" Name

"

"

, ,

/

/'

I,

Date

,uJ~~t',(j;·d
. ,Address" 4 •

!~t1M, ~fJf?' ~?,~i
p,(lOne ' "

;
.'

. , , ~

i
- .~ .' ~

''li'irr~}~i(~IilY)
, " ...

".'

,(2)" The 'FCC musl:i:lot tum ev.wy. radio station into,a public foru~'where i;lnyane and'eve~one has
rigl;Jts to ~ir ti~e. p.tapasedpublic accEis~ re,qpiremei;Jts would do, 50,- even if a 'religious broadca'$ter
ccln~cientio~sly.obje.ets to tAe,message.· The First Am'endment fotbid~ impo~itionof me~age delivery

, mandates on a'py religion. ~
" . . . , -- .

,(3). ,,'The Fcb i:n':lst,no~ fb;~ r~~elatiofil of ~p,ecific editori~1 decision~rnaking informa~(;m. The choice
"Of:~r,t~IgliCUJil~,ing, et:!J2~~G~ally;j;el!~j~\:Is pr~.ra,mming, is not Pfo~i:\Y,diclated by any. g.ovelil1ment <;igency - and
pr~Jf~sals to f~rce r,epar.tin~ on s~eMhil"l~§> ,as,wHo prod(:JCed whatprograms would hitJ:ude 0.0 '
c~n§tiMjQflally,~proteet~'eqitorialcliloices. ;
• ' t \ •

(4) , ',- Th,e'FCCmust not ~sta~lisr~a tw~~iered fen~wal s¥st~~ in wh,ich certain Iicensee~.wpul~ be,
,a~t~matically ~};lrr~d!fJ,(,n~ ~gutin'f~:e~~W~1 apPJ.ic.atio~.p~ocessing.. !~e~prop~se~ pi.andato,ry ~p~?!al renewal
I'~ , ,of 'ce~,\n~la'S's'~~'a.fp.§p-ph~nts"b¥)the &em,rnl~loner.~ theR.):~llves would ,a,mount to coer9l.Qn of,
r~ .,U,$~~r.qaq~~~~. TfJ(!ls~e ~~o ~taY;\tn:l~ to' ttJeir';oonsGien~es Sinij pres~tlt only th~ m~sages they
~r:r.E{s~r:ld-to·\fhei~eeliefs"~u(d~face 10r:ig,: expensive and p,otentisilly ruinous renewal proceedings. '.. . " . ". , . .,,'

,,(.5)' ,Ma.~Y Christian ~road~sters 'operlflfe on tight bUdgetsl a~ 'do many sinalle~ ma'rket se91:1lar'
s~tibr:iS. Keeping tQ'e>,ele~tr.i~ity ;t1QwingJ;s often a challenge, Y~t;, the Commission proposes to further
sql!le,~z~,Jflibh~:[~f1tl ~n:t~I,I~rw~r~t'b.roC(~ca.~fe"", ~y slibstantiaIlYliai~ill~ cOsfSiin twaways: (a) by requiring
" e:s,~~'~,~l~he'~v,~r,~ ~Jatie9.~i~10If1J1me ai(~l:'d,.~b)",bY furtf:J~r. ~estrictlng ,tj1~i"n st~~ja !ocation choices., ,

,,,. ~~sfS IWJth ·tfflese,propasals ''hatl~" fqlice,service ~utbacks ,- ar:Jdcur1alled service I::; contrary t~ the
pdbliciriterest. ", ' I • .' , '", , '

, l

we:~~g,~!the, f!~C 'r:if,,!tctc;i,a~QP,t~r:U!~S;~1Jroo~cluf7~S ()f,palicies discussed above. ",', ,.
• ~," • • • • ", , " .", • • • 'I •• ,,' • 41
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. '. "'submit the folrowil1g cor:nmeAfs'in r~sponse to the Lci~lism Notice of Propo~edRulemaking ( h~
"NPRM"), rel~ased ,Jan. 24, 200a, in M~~o?ket N~; 04-233. " . . , " ," • .FCC-MAI

. •• A~y new FCC fules, 'policies or'prcicedur~s mustLnot viola~~ m~t.Anlelild'!lent righ~, !" nU~ber of
•, J?!oposals discussed in·the NPRM, if ena~ted,'would do so -;- and mu~t not be~ adopted, #. " •

, . .

, I,

"

" .

.'

,

(1) ..' The FCC must n'ot force radio staUons. especially reiigtoys broa~casters, \0 take advi((e froin.
people who do not share thair v~lues, Tlile· NPRM.'s propose~ ~dvi~0ttY bo:a.rdig)f(~p;O~al$\Would lmppse such"
unconstitutional mandates,. Relig.iol:ls·~roadcas.t~rs·who r.esist atllljc~ from tij~1:ie Wh~"d~n'f'.Sngreiltheir "
.values could fa~e iAcreas~q har~ssment, com~'aints and even loss· c:ifUcef1s«Jor·¢hoosir.rg·lo,fOllew·t~eir owr

· conspiences. rather..than allowing incompatilille vie~oints to sh~p.e.ttJeir'programtning, The First
. _~i]1endtnent .pro!aibits govemmernt, including the FCC, from' ~ictatibg~what vi~wpoiAt5 a broadcaster,
~ particularly a religiE)~s broadca$t~r, mu&~ presel'lt.' . . I

• 11 • ".

,(2) . The FCC must not tum 'evel"Y radJo staticm into 'a publje forum where anyone 'and everyoAe has·
'rights,lo·air time.' Preposet1J ,public.a~ss requiterhents would de so"; even if a"~eligiousbroadcaster'
conscientieu~ly ol)je¢g to the m~ssage. The FirstAlnen,dl'nent forbids itnposition of mess~ge delivery.

" man.dates on any l'eUgief).

(3) " " The,FCC mlJst not ferfS rev,e.lati~n. of sp,ecifil? editorial decision~making infon:riation. ,.The,~h~fce
of.prQQ.FfllJ.lmimg, e$p~~JaIlY' r:~ligU:)lJs ,prQgraml')1ing,·is net praper1Y dictated by any govemment agency- and
p"opt:ls~ls tel> farce i:~I'*it£if)g,pn S\lleh thi~gs as who preduced .what.:programs would iJ;ltrude on'
cQnstituUonally"proteG1ed 'editoril;J1 choices. , • ',. ", .

(4) r .' Tb~ FCC r{lustnot ~~tabIiSh' ~ tW0-~ere9 renewal s~st~mjn.whicl;i cerlai'1'licerisees ~OUld be "
a~tQl1i1atically b~fred fr.om toutifl~ reAewal. application .pr(i)~ssiljlg. The proposed 'mandatory sPElci~1 renewal

· r.e~e~,df'ce~{n cl~~~~s ef'appli~nls Qy·the ¢l;)l'fIlini.ssiol)ers\he:mse.lve~ wOl!lld'amourit.to coercion of
I'slil1ijt:lu$ blead¢aste'fs;· rhose ~~o st~y'frue fa their c::Qnscience~faAl,f p~esetit onl1,tl1e m.essaS'les' they'
.oorrel,ipend to theil' peliefs"oould~face Joii!Q, expeAsive and potentially lruinous rena.wal,proceedin,gs~· . . . . (
'. ' ., • • • • of

.(5) ',' . Many miristial;l broa~q~stel's operat,e on'tight b,udgets, as d~ maflY sll\aller mar:ket secu!~r , ~
stations. Keeping the ~elec!~city If!ewiRgis-,often a. cli1allerige, Yet, the Cam~ission pr()pose~ .to further
squeeze ,liliehei i3nd smalieF matket broa~cas'ters. by SUbstantiallY raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring ,
sfaff,pr~s~nce"WliJelt~vera,stati<iln is ~f.I 'tli1e air af.ld. (b~ my furttJer-'res~rictin~ main $~UClio lecatio{l choices.

• R~i$lhg costs ,~th"tliJese:pr:oposals would fotce service cutbacks-'and curtailed serVice is contrary to' the
.public in'terest,. ' . , .

, '

. "W8\l!Ir~~ .tAe ~c ·nQt :tqJ':~~~pt I1lIlas, pr~ed.u~e,s 9~ .jJeli<?ie~ disc~sS:ed abOve: 'I
I • • •• ' '. •••• • , "" ", .
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\ .
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, '

~~>~:;~~~ ~:~ ':;':-,- '~~F_l;_ ·41~.r!:·~·" .' :-.-;-.--. T, ~
. ~~: :r 11; ,..-: ' •"i~~,tl'i.,;.. of ". ..If 0BJ,I[),&INSP., . I"
:'~I;'; ~:l! " 'l'" In esgonse • 9 :mfi~ ... , .., . It" , .' ".

".iL~l B~, I' . .11'~ , a; '.,~ :~" ;~~~~~','" i· ';" ".~;; .' . , ... ' : ,"
''''1''1''' 1:1~ Q. D,D. ' ,,' , "" . ,... " ,,. '. .". , . . . .,.... " .". " " " ,APR 7 20D~ ,

, . JsU~~iuhe fO!IOWi~9c6<;'!tIt1~.r.tq;)iiJ;l ~eiRQ'i§edQ ~IiI,e l-ocalil:j~.Na~ceof Proposed Rulema ,ing (th~
"NPRM"). r~leased Jan. 24, 200a\,·inYMB;;e~cJ(~t1mo,~~-233. '" •. . . . . . 'LA

, ' \'., . .. FCC-MAt
_ ' An~ n~w FC,? rule,~ •.poli~i~~ or:,pr.oge~!!ir~s mu~ n~t viola\~. ~irst ~~nd~elilt ri~h~s. A n':b'mtl~~'-"";"--r-r-
proposqls dlscIJssep In the NPRfI(1. If enacted,'would do Sb ..... alild'm6~t not M adqpted. . ~' ,

• ~ ~ " . . .' ",.' ~ . I " ' • ' .'

. (1) . T~e FCC must notforce'radi,o sl9~~ns. e§pe,cialll( religi\)l:Is:brqad~s1fi}Fs. to.~ke advice from
p~opl~who' do.not sh~re, t~eir val~e,s. T:~e NR~M~s'lilrepos~d advi~.oW. board' proposals"wol:lld impose,such'
unconstitl:ltional malildatesi, Religious broa~c~ster.s wRo'resist a,diJica'from those who den't share:',their
v~lues cquld fa~ejf.l~reased ,har,~t~sJ1nen.t,"CQmplair)fS and, even ,Ios~ qflicense,for ~hoosirilg.to.fa"ow their'own

, consciences.. r.ather:~~n $Ile~inil in~Q!1lpatibl~,.vi~~lf)ints to ~~~p>e their pre\1JramMing; ,l]1e.First "
'AmendlJ1ent prohibits' goverrill'ne~t'l incll:llling,tJiieJr~€j from dictatihglwhat'viewpoints'a b~oadcasfer,
.particularlY a. religious breadGSstet. musfI'pr-esB'nt. , • ' ,. , ,

i (2) Th~ FCC ml;lst;rlbt tym e~~",iY ra.diP.l?fa.ti()1l ilito'a,p.u~lic'~QrL!m w~ere ~ny6ne~nd everyone ha's
rights ,to air time, P(ep,0§J:!q':publib'~Gee$~ r.e~1\!ire,rtt~l:Its· w~!:lldi'q(;)'$et- even if.a r~IiQioUS\broad~ster
cen$cientiously. ebjt;tets:tO'\tlile ·mlss~ge. T:he Flrst·Atn~f:ldm'entlfQ{'l!li'd.~ imposition ,of message delivery
malldates'.on,~(lY r~ligieA,' • . ' '. ' , . . . ' , ,

"

, "
, , ,

(3)' • ~: ~~e 'FCE ":!u~i;no~~wee.~r:e~ela~iOlil,(;)f~,~pec.~fio editorial.~ecl~ion~making inf0l'l11ati<1n. Th~ choice
,0(4prQgrammll.ilQ. e~peG!aJI1{~"ehgIQ~~pr.l1!9rammIAgtls not,prop,erl~ dlc.tated·by any' government agency. - anc;J
p~"o~~s~l~ to fd,j;!3ef,~~i:iii'l,9",~n s,t¢li,tl1if(gs,as!(wti~prodl:lced w~at'prpgtams ,Would intrude on :

.'c~nsm1:!fienal,¥;,'protetted e9itoriaJ ;c~aides.' ' , '
I • . •• '

_. ,. . .". ..' , ..... ..
.(4). ',' ' The FC~ my~t not e~tapli$t:f-!,a tw,~per~, remewal,~y,~t~m'ilT whiG~. ce~n ncense~s .w~uld be
a~t~:.,!,a~ca,IIY~~l'r~~~ :f~~"? ~~utjn~e~e"Y~,I,~p.RIi;~afj~~;~!G~SSiJj)gf.,~~~~pr:eptr,$ed ~a~d.atory spe~~~1 renewal
r~t-'lew_~~ .!3e~JljI ~Iasti;~s c:5,f;:~qts:~"the :e.Grml'!Jl~lolilersl tf!ett!§:el:,t,I;l$,wQtJld,am,G\:IA~ to coer-cIon ·of
r~~~ieU~:bJ:aatf~~ '.. ~ eJ~jG'~~Q.y~t!U~"t~;~th-e}r:ooi1scietl~~.~r:l~~:P!es:em:t·onlythe m.'~~a~es they
C?JTespend' tOi,llieu:j:,, ClI~(fac~1e;t9i expensive ,~nd~patentl~IIy,lruJnOll~{I;en~wal p~ceedJngs. ,
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(~) , MaflY' €~fii~ti~~, br.o . ~te~~"op~liate.e.,@iti~ht bl:ld~etsd~$ do'mlilny. smaller-market'·sectdar
~tations. Keeping ~Q~ ;~I~ctm¢i .iAQ/h,; etten, aclffalle,lifge. ~~t;Ahit~orTlI:lijssiQll' prop.oses to f,!Jrther •

, s~ue~ze riiche:ialild~:~alteJl;ma~~¥t. ~r:oa~ca~~~liSl:,tiy sllp§fa~ti~M~i~r~~;~~~ ip ~o~,ys: .(~) ~y ,re~l:Ji~ng
, st~~:PJe~.elilce'\Whe!il]:!yer,a .slaboljlilS 9n lt~e :alr.',ar.ld,.({p);\:)},'lftlrtffler!r.es!nl3,t{liIg,maln stl:ldlo :'qcatr~J1 chOices.

i~~!~.jn:~ :q.'9~~ ~1/:1rtli!~~e,pi:ep~sals WbJdlB' forceser!icre cutbacks,-.arld curtailed servicljl ,is cOlltrary to the'
publlo -Interest. • ~ , . ,. \ ' . , ,

. . . "'.,'.' .
".' .... ", .. , ,\ ,

.,' .W~4~~~.e, 'r:~~ :i<l~.t~J~_~ 11;l;~~Rl1lr,e.d?r~.§ C!f~~~,IiGie~ .diaC~S$e~ ,above.
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FCC-MAILROOM: .
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must ~ot vioiate First Amendment rights. 'Jl...rrnnnt1er'Of"",--':"'-:'-=:';:':':-1

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04·233 .

. APR 7
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RulE making (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, \n MB DocKet No. 04-233.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share itheir
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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\Q::t»c>Lct- '"0 . Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. Anumber of
o 4-~ proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share·their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .'

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into apublic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a, religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorIal decision-making information: The choice
of programming, eSl'lecially religious pr.pgramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force n:lporting on such tfiihgsis who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutiona"y~protected editorial choices. '

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licenS§les·would be., i., _

, ,,' '- _- automatiGally.barre~Hrem-rotltine renewal 8Rplfcation proces$/ng. The proposed mandatory sp.Efaial r~newar
I'eview of certain-cla,sses of applloants',b,y..the,eQJRl1i\issicinel'stthe./i)'lselves woufdlamoclIilt to eoere/on of
religjou.~;br0adGasters. Those who st~y true 'tp (liI'Elit con~Giences:- and present only the-messages they
co~respbndto 'their beliefs could face long, eXfjensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) MCiIi\.Y ehristi.alil'bro~dcasters openate'on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing Is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to :further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location· choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. ..
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments In Response to Locaiism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the f()IIowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In M8 Docket No. 04-233. I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First-Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take acMce from
people who do not share their valUes. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - eveh if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message d~livery
mandates on any religion.

(3) - The-FCe- must not-force revelation of specific editorial der;:lslon-making information: .The choice
of programming, especially religious'prqgramming, is not.'prope~ty.\~~t@(l3~ '~y an¥·;g~v~tr:lm~r;Jt €l(re1tey, - and
propo'sals to force rElPorting on sWch tb,irngs'a~ who produced wtfahtegrams wOl!lld intr;Clde dn .
constitutionally",protected editorial ch(»ices.

(4) The FCC must not estaplish-a tw<Niered renewalsystem'in Which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not ,to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

r

Signature

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

, r

--1 (p '-I--~tu a -tycf.c;o-cjz. u -,,4 j U!1't2 d
Address H0 pew-el/ I ,oa~ t Co (pro

~!L(- CJJ-p- L/f i '3
Phene

Received & Insl"lerte~

APR 17 2008 .

FCC Mail MOurn



lvth~oJd- -dO. () 1/ -01.33
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted. would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PropQsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of,specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religiQus programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain IIcen~ees would be
au10maticafly oarred from -rouflnerenewalapplfcati6n -processing. Tl)e proposed mandatory speoial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long. expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio 'location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We ur,ge the FCC not to adopt rules,. procedures or policies discussed above.
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Mt5 UocKet NO. U4-~33

I sliJbmit the following comr;nents in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"~r released JaRi,.44, 200~, in.M~ Dooket No. 04·233. "

,.: .
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures niust not violate First Amendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
conscienoes, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gQvernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious breadcaster, must present. '

(2) Th~ FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
righ~~,to.flir,tim~. Pr@~~s~]fjpublib aece'ss,~teqU}t t:lt.:;;,v(el!llif~~0~sq - evep" if a religious broadcaster
cOl:1~(liel1tlsuSI~!Qbl(CfS.:'fo't/ile·me's·sage'//Jine ~mit . I1grncflr:ne~!;f,Ci)rt~H:ls impcisitlon of message delivery
mandates on any religion. . '. ~. 'I, , .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. 'The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
'proposal$ to fOTce reporting 6n such tftin,gs ~s~wmFprrq,duce~XVflatprQgr.ams WOlllp intrude on" ..
constitatiplilally-protecte-d'editorial ch0icilas,. "', .' - '.';' , .

- . .~

(4) ThEi FCG•.must n0t egta6lishria two~tlered renewal system in whioh certain licensees would be
aut~~att<;l~!~Y~~r~e , ',T r('),l;J~if1~~n.l\!.W~'.~P.PJ1~~i~9f~r~;~essipl~ .•:q-~e pf~1iJ0sed mandatory special renewal
reV,leWIOWGertarn;.a s·of'a~p"g.9fijfs;b+1}th~:~.O'Ailf:ii1lsslf::jners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sque'eze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

, staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

'n~~IAd~~ not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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JVJI:I Uocket NO. U4-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

'I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A \'lumber of
proposals discussed In the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. i

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would injpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fir~t
Amendment prohibits government, incll;lding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadca~ter,

particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PI:0PQsed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conspientlQtlsly objects to tbe message. The;First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. '.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious prog~amming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force-reporting on such things aswho pro-auced what programs would intrude on : - -
constitutionally-protected editorial chojc~s. '; ,,

(4) The FCC must not establish a twil,-tiered renewal system in whioh certain licensees would be
autorn,atieally bArred from routine~ret1ew~1 app,licationprocessing. TfrIe proposed malildatory special renewal
revi~W;ofcer:tatric'as·ses0f·'a~'p1i6at:1ts by the,Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religIous broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the message~ they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous. renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market sE;1cular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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